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We dedicate this issue of the CPRC Newsletter to the 
memory of our friend and colleague, Dr. Bill. 
We hereby celebrate his life and mourn his death. 


Recently, when Dr. Bill was honored by his CCA Soci- 
ety as Doctor of the Year, he wrote and told of many 
‘of his experiences in the chiropractic profession in 
California. As a tribute to Bill, we present here 
what he remembered. 

When Dr. Bill arrived in California 40 years ago: 


The ACE Club, dedicated to promoting the profession 
of Chiropractic, disbanded to lend its support in the 
reorganization of the CCA. The purpose of the newly 
reorganized CCA was to represent the entire chiro~ 
practic profession and to offer to the public the 
broad general practice of chiropractic authorized 
under the law. 

Representing the various philosophies of Chiroprac- 
tic were leaders such as: Drs. Gordon Goodfellow, 
Clyde Knouf, L.E.Montenegro, Duane Smith, George Tay- 
lor, J.C.Tobin and Homer York etc. whose purpose was 
to protect the lawful practice of all the members of 
the profession. 


When Dr. Ray Lieser was CCA Pres., legislative rec- 
ognition of chiropractors under Workman's Comp. (now 
Workers' Comp.) was accomplished. 

Later the State Bd. of Chiropractic Examiners and 
the CCA increased undergraduate college hours to 4 
years. Following this, the profession added the re- 
quirement of two years of pre-professional education. 
Bill commented that the number of hours required for 
a D.C. license equals the legal requirement for an 
M.D. license. 


When Dr. Thor Halsteen was CCA Pres., both houses of 
the legislature - through the efforts of the CMA sent 
legislation to the desk of Governor Warren to with- 
draw the rights of D.Cs. to use Xray for diagnosis. 
The Governor refused to sign such a bill. 

Dr. Bill also recalled that - a year or so later the 
CMA had a bill introduced proposing that, if any 
group of M.Ds. believed that a D.C. was exceeding 
his practice, they could get an injunction and pad- 
lock the D.Cs' office. The CCA did not stop this 
bill and it reached the Governor's desk. He chose to 
amend the bill to the effect that at least 12 M.Ds. 
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would need to sign any complaint and post a bond a- 
long with the complaint. Bill said that the measure 
has not been neard of since. 


In the late 40s, the Southern California College of 
Chiropractic (formerly the College of Chiropractic 
Physicians) amalgamated with the Los Angeles College 
of Chiropractic. Southern Cal. was a non-profit in- 
stitution through which the profession raised funds 
to purchase LACC from Dr. Wilma Churchill who was 
its owner at that time. As a part of the purchase 
agreement, the amalgamated colleges were to be known 
as the Los Angeles College of Chiropractic (a pro- 
fessionally owned, non-profit, college). 


As Bill recalled - Dr. Nugent, Dir. of Ed. of the NCA, 
was sent to California to support the amalgamation 
which was brought about through the efforts of: Drs. 
Linnie Cale, Cliff Eacrett, Gordon Goodfellow, Frank 
Hamilton, Pat Lackey, Ralph Martin, Otis McMurtrey, 
L.E.Montenegro, James Nicholson, Keith Woodard etc. 


Prior to the amalgamation, the So. Cal. College had 

embarked on a Graduate School program developing the 
numerous specialties within the chiropractic profess- 
ion i.e., Cardiology, EENT, Proctology, Psychiatry, 

OB & Gyn etc. Delegates from each of these societies 
formed the House of Delegates, under the auspices of 
the CCA, for the purpose of Specialty Certification. 


Dr. Bill was especially enthused about this program 
and was certified in several specialties. 

George TAylor was Ch. of the House of Delegates,vice 
Ch. was L.E.Montenegro and Lee Norcross was the Dean 
of the Graduate School. 


In the early 50s, the Pure Food and Drug confiscated 
ultrasound instruments from chiropractic offices. Dr. 
Bill remembered that his instrument, when confiscated, 
was paid for by the FDA agents because it hadn't been 
uncrated. The FDA won a case against Chiros in the 
Federal Court. The loss of this case was directly at- . 
tributed to the Atty. for the CCA who tried to pla- 
cate and not offend the FDA. (cont. next pge.) 
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As Bill said, L.E.Montenegro was elected CCA Pres. 
for the purpose of appealing the case with attorneys 
who would fight for chiropractic practice rights. 
(Hildreth & Van Dyke) 

The appeal to the Ninth Circuit Federal Court was 
won and the right, to use ultrasound by chiropractors 
was retained. Unfortunately, many of the confiscated 
instruments were not returned by the FDA to the Drs. 
who owned them. 


In the late 50s the CCA seemed to drift to a posi-~ 
tion of trying to placate the Medics to avoid harass- 
ment. There was a movement to unionize chiropractors 
in order to protect practice rights. Dr. Bill became 
active in this effort. As a matter of fact, he was 
the first Pres. of the local union in the Citrus Dis- 
trict. 

-Mr. Meany, head of the AFL, CIO, did not agree that 
unions should represent professional people and Dr. 
Bill and others then formed the International Chiro- 
practic Union - this union was short lived. 


This was a time of strong efforts to protect legal 
practice rights and to diminish and narrow them. 


At a professional meeting in the 50s, as Bill re- 
called, Dr. Frank Hamilton reported that the Medics 
and the D.A. were planning a ‘chiropractic bloodbath‘ 
and that about 20 doctors were going to be prosecu~ 
ted. Dr. Bill called 10 D.Cs. together, each of whom 
contributed $100 toward a defense fund. 


The first D.C. to be prosecuted after this formation 
of CREES was John Jeffries. He gave the organization 
its name - CREES - after the CREE Indians. 


CHIROPRACTIC RESEARCH EDUCATION AND ETHICS SOCIETY. 


Dr. Bill wrote that "Crees had 400 members contri- 
buting to our defense fund and we had malpractice in- 
surance when the CCA did not. Drs. Meadows and Loyst 
asked me to drop the insurance, which I did influ- 
ence my directors to do, so that the CCA could pro- 
vide M.I." 

It was never Dr, Bill's intenetion to have another 
organization competitive to the CCA. It was only 
when the CCA did not protect practice rights that he 
became actively engaged in whatever it took to pro- 
tect the lawful practice rights of chiropractors. 


Some of the Drs. involved in CREES with Bill were: 
Drs. Jeffries, Montenegro, Ricks, Schultz and Wi!li- 
amson. Phil Jacks was Exec. Dir. and Sadye Jacks 
was Sec. 

Any Crees member who was arrested for alledgedly 
practicing medicine without a license had access to 
a bailbond 24 hrs. a day anywhere in California. 
Customarily arrests of this nature were made late .in 


the day, generally on a Friday when it is difficult 
to reach a lawyer. As a consequence, Drs. so charged 
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would spend the night in jail, and, sametimes the 


weekend. Crees' members were protected from this 
indignity. 


Dr. Bill's dedication to the protection of practice 
rights might have been due to his having been arres- 
ted twice - once in New York for practicing medicine 
(giving an adjustment) and once in California on 
false charges which were dismissed after 11 months 
of harassment. 


Through the years Dr. Bill continued to actively 
participate to protect practice rights. Recently, 
when the State Board was considering (because of the 
persuasion of the 0.A.G.) to rule that colonics were 
not part of chiropractic practice - Bill was there 
to protest and remind the Board that this system of 
treating was very much a part of chiropractic prac- 
tice. 

As the pressure on the profession to give up tradi- 
tional facets of practice has grown in the last few 
years, and, as the CCA has gone along with this phil- 
osophy, and, as the various colleges have relaxed 
their standards, Bill with some others formed a 
loosely knit coalition to call a halt, once more, to 
the denigration of his beloved profession. 


Dr. Bill has served as the Editor of the CPRC News- 
letter which has attempted to acquaint the profession 
with dangerous attempts to curtail chiropractic 
rights and to remind the profession as to what the 
legal and lawful practice of chiropractic is in Cal- 
ifornia. 

Bill believed in the best and most camplete education 
for both under and post graduate. He desired the ac- 
ceptance of the D.C. as a Primary Health Provider and 
the legal recognition as a Chiropractic Physician. 


BILL - THE CPRC PLEDGES TO CONTINUE YOUR QUEST. 
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CHRONOLOGY OF CHIROPRACTIC IN CALIFORNIA 
(Save for future reference for you and your attorney) 


Sept. 18th, Dr.D.D.Palmer made a "thrust" on the neck of a patient, using the spinous process as a lever 
and restored the patient's hearing. Dr. Palmer developed the skill of adjusting by using the spinous and 
transverse processes for leverage, 


A textbook, "The Science, Art and Philosophy of Chiropractic" was published by D.D.Palmer. The following 
are quotes from this book: 
".. I am not the first person to replace subluxated vertebrae, for this art has been practiced for 
thousands of years.(Dr. Palmer developed a technique i.e., 'the Chiropractic Adjustment’, pge. 11). 
"The basic principle of the science and Philosophy (not the art) of Chiropractic is tone.."(pge.659). 
"Tone is defined as: ‘Normal tension of nerves, muscles or an organ. The basic principle of Chiropractic" 
"Tone is the foundation upon which, as a basic principle, I built my science. From tone originates all 
the principles which constitute the science and philosophy of Chiropractic." 
“Tone is the product of elasticity and renitency." 
"In biology it is the condition resulting from elastic force acting against an impulse." (pge. 971). 
"Obstetrics is the art of midwifery. It has to do with pregnancy, childbirth and the puerpium. A Chiro- 
practor should be able to care for any condition which may arise in the families under his care, the 
same as a physician.." (pge. 789). 


During the first two decades of this century, in California, it was illegal for a person to practice chi- 
ropractic without a license from the Medical Board. 


The California Legislature amended the Medical Practice Act to authorize the practice of medicine and 
surgery, and, a second certificate to authorize the practice of drugless medicine. 


Chiropractic is defined as a drugless system of treating chiefly by manipulation by the Office of the At- 
torney General. In the 1913 edition of the STandard Dictionary, chiropractic is defined as "A drugless 
method of treating diseases chiefly by manipulation of the spinal colum." 


People v. Chong (chiropractors etc.) (28 Cal App 121, 151 Pac 553, 86 A.L.R. at pge. 623). The Court dis- 
tinguished between certificates, “both of which authorized the treatment of diseases, injuries and deform- 
ities". It said that “physicians may prescribe and use drugs and may sever and penetrate with a knife the 
tissues of human beings...." Drugless Practitioners “may not prescribe or use drugs nor operate with a 
knife and in that way sever or penetrate the tissues of human beings except...they may sever the umbilical 
cord." 


The California Supreme Court in the Jordan (172 Cal 391) and Ratledge ph Pac 455) cases said that a chi- 
ropractor must meet the educational requirements for, and be licensed as, a Drugless Practitioner by the 
Medical Board. The Court held that it was illegal to practice chiropractic without a certificate fram the 
Medical Board. 


The Chiropractic Initiative Act was adopted by the people of California. This amendment to the Medical 
Practice Act transferred the regulation of the drugless practice of medicine authorized to chiropractors 
from the Medical Practice Act to the newly created Chiropractic Board. 


A coalition of the various schools of chiropractic, naturopaths and drugless practitioners agreed to the 
wording of Sec. 7 of the ACT. The wording was intended as a protection from discrimination against any 
particular school of chiropractic, and, in addition thereto, allowed for the use of drugless, natural and 
naturopathic procedures. (Sec. 16 Chiropractic Act.) 


Following the effective date of the Chiropractic Act in 1923, the directory published by the California 
Board of Medical Examiners stated that Drs. of Chiropractic could continue practicing as Drugless Practi- 
tioners but could no longer call themselves Chiropractors without a license granted under the newly cre- 
ated Chiropractic Act. It also stated that graduates from Chiropractic Colleges could continue to be can- 
dates for licenses as Drugless Practitoners. 


cont. 
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1924 The California Supreme Court, in La Barre (193 Cal 388), said that Sections 5 through 10 of the Chiro- 
practic Act had to do with the license to practice and that the drugless practice authorized prior to 


1922 was the legal practice of chiropractic extant into the Chiropractic Act. The Court held the Chiro- 
practic License superior to the Drugless Practitioner's Certificate. 


1932 People v. Schuster (122 Cal App (Supp) 790) (10 Pac 2d 204) Court held that a licensed Dr. of Chiropractic 


could not be held in violation of the Medical Practice Act when the Medical Practice Act is in conflict 
with the practice authorized by the Chiropractic Act. 


Court held that Sec. 18 of the Chiropractic Act repeals the Medical Practice Act where it is in conflict 
with the Chiropractic Act. 


The Court further held that the Chiropractic Act is an Initiative Act and has paramount authority over the 
Medical Practice Act. 


1935 Evans v. McGranahan (4 Cal App 2d 202) (41 P 2d 937) Court held that a licensed chiropractor has authority 


to practice chiropractic as taught in chiropractic schools, regardless of whether such practice would, 
prior to the enactment of the Chiropractic Act, have been construed as practice of medicine, surgery, os- 
teopathy, dentristry or optometry, and also, includes the use of necessary mechanical, hygienic and sani- 
tary measures incident to the care of the body. 





1938 Fowler (32 C.A. 2a Supp. 737) "The provision of Sec. 7 of the Chiropractic Act, that a licensee thereunder 


is authorized 'to use all necessary mechanical and hygienic and sanitary measures incident to the care of 
the body’, is not a definition of, but an addition to chiropractic as used in the previous part of that 
section, and authorizes the use of measures which would not otherwise be within the scope of that 1li- 
cense..." 

The Fowler Court defined the word chiropractic as a “drugless method of treatment especially by manipula- 


tion of the spine". It also took judicial notice of several other definitions used by various chiropractic 
schools or colleges. 


1939 Purviance v Brockman * 

1940 Gaylord (CR A 1723) Court held that a chiropractor, under his license, could perform acts forbidden under 
the Medical Practice Act. 
The Court also held a chiropractor, under his license, may lawfully make a diagnosis. 


The Court stated the Chiropractic Initiative Act is not an exemption to any law “it is in fact and effect 
the repeal of all laws in conflict with it. 


1944 Gage v Jordan (23 C 2d 794) Court ruled "All doubt as to the construction of pertinent provisions relating 


to an initiative mesure is to be resolved in its favor, and such legislation is to be given the same lib- 
eral construction as that afforded election statutes generally." 


Court also held “Where the language of a constitutional or statutory provision is susceptible of more than 


one meaning, it is the duty of the courts to accept that intended by the framers of the legislation, so 
far as such intent can be ascertained." 


Court said "Where the language of a constitutional or a statutory provision is fairly susceptible of two 
constructions, one of which, in application, will render it reasonable and fair and harmonious with its 


manifest purpose, and another which would be productive of absurd consequences, the former construction 
will be adopted.” 


King v Bd. of Medical Examiners (65 C.A. 2d 644) Court held that the penetration of tissue for the purpose 
of diagnosis was not in violation of the Medical Practice Act. 

The Court took judicial notice that a Chiropractic College in San Francisco taught venipuncture for the 
purpose of diagnosis, and that penetration of the tissue for the purpose of diagnosis was not treatment, 
and was proper as a diagnostic procedure. 

The Court held that the study of a subject mandated by law for certification could have had no other pur- 
pose than to enable students to make such tests in connection with diagnosis of patients in the event that 
the students were admitted to practice. 


cont. 
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1948 The Voters' Guide, Nov. 2nd., contained arguments for and against Prop. 16 to amend the Chiropractic Act. 
Ratified by the voters, it increased the educational requirement for a chiropractic license to 4000 hours. 
On pges. 14 & 15, in the Argument in favor, is stated "Experience seems to indicate that raising the edu- 
cational standards...certainly affords greater protection to the public by assuring a higher minimum stan- 
dard of technical training of those practicing in this brand of the healing arts." It was the increase in 
technology and the number of technical subjects required by Sec. 5 of the ACT that was opposed by the 
"straight schools" of chiropractic. Two doctors of chiropractic wrote the arguments against Prop. 16, 
stating that chiropractic subjects were changed to medical subjects, and that chiropractors would be 
practicing in the fields of medicine, surgery, and/or obstetrics. The voters ratified Prop. 16. 





1949 Drugless Practitioners’ Section 2138 was repealed from the Medical Practice Act.(In view of the 1948 
changes in the Chiropractic Act, there was no further need for the Drugless Practitioners’ Certificate. ) 


1952 Oosterveen Case (112 CA 2d 201). The Court of Appeals, in Oosterveen, stated that Chiropractors may prac- 
tice natural medicine or use naturopathic methods which the Court identified and listed. ** 


1963 In Crees (213 CA 195) at page. 216, the Court stated that it was not an unconscionable burden for a chiro- 
practor to show that he falls within the exception to the charge of practcing medicine without a license. 
He can do this by simply offering in evidence a copy of the Official Directory of the Board of Chiroprac- 
tic Examiners. 


Sec. 1001 B&P Code mandates the Bd. of Examiners to issue an annual directory with a list of names of 
holders of “unforfeited and unrevoked certificates to practice chiropractic, and whose certificate in any 
manner authorizes the treatment of human beings for diseases, injuries, deformities, or any other physical 
or mental condition". 


The Crees Court held that the practice of chiropractic as taught in chiropractic schools or colleges is pro 
per ~ it is not up to the schools to determine what is to be taught as chiropractic. 


The Court, also, said that chiropractors are denied the use of drugs, surgery, and medical obstetrics. 


The Bowland Case (1981, 556 P 2d 1081) has clarified the Crees Case in relation to the practice of normal 
childbirth procedures, i.e., The Crees case only prohibits the medical and surgical practice of obstetrics 
to chiropractors but not the drugless and natural procedures. 

The Crees Court took judicial notice that the California Legislature had adopted Sec. 13, General Provi- 
sions, Div. 2, B&P Code after the Trial Court Hearing but before the Crees Appeal and would, therefore, 
not rule on the Statute. 

Sec. 13 exempted drugs listed in Secs. 4052 & 4057 Pharmacy Act B&P Code fram the term Materia Medica as 
used in any initiative act. Therefore, chiropractors may use the exempted drugs. 


The Appellate Court, in Crees, limited its consideration to Sec. 7 of the ACT ignoring all other sections 
and laws even though the term Materia Medica is in Sec. 7 of the Chiropractic Act. 


1970 Amendment to Sec. 6(c) of the Chiropractic Act. The word practical was added so that the section now reads: 
“Examinations shall be written, oral, and practical, covering chiropractic as taught in chiropractic 
schools and colleges designed to ascertain the fitness of the applicant to practice Chiropractic. Said ex- 
amination shall include at least each of the subjects as set forth in Sec. 5 hereof..." (Secs. 4(g), & aml 
6(c) are harmonized with Sec. 7). 





1972 In 1972, when the Legislature added radiological technology, safety and interpretation as part of the prac- 
tice of chiropractic practice, it was added as a mandatory subject in the curriculum (Sec. 5). There was 
no doubt in the minds of the legislators that the words "as taught in chiropractic schools and colleges" 
referred specifically to Sec. 5 and Sec. 6(c) of the ACT. The legislative purpose and intent are clearly 
stated by the Assemblymen who wrote the Argument in favor of adopting the Amendment referred to as Prop. 

11 on the 1972 Ballot. 


1978 Chiropractic Accrediting Agencies, to receive California aproval, must meet the minimum educutiona! sohesd 
ule set forth in Sec. 5 and the Board's rules. 
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The Act does not set at large what a Chiropractic college may teach as the scope of Chiropractic. 


1981 The Bowland Court (556 P 2d 1081) held that when there are two reasonable constructions to a statute the 
defendant is entitled to the construction most favorable to him. 

The Court also said that all sections of a statute are to be harmonized. 

The Supreme Court defined the care of pregnancy as the treatment of a physical condition and said that it 
was illegal to treat a "physical condition" without a license to do so. (Sec. 1001 B&P Code states that 
Chiropractors are authorized to treat "physical conditions". ) 


1983 Cabral (141 Cal App 3d 1481). The Court stated "it is necessary to analyze the distinction between the 


practice of chiropractic and the practice of medicine". 

“It is apparent that the distinction between fields of medicine and chiropractic is based not on the type 
of ailment or disease from which the patient suffers but on the techniques and methods of treatment em- 
ployed." 

“The State of California, however, has licensed the practice of chiropractic, and a practitioner in the 
field is no more a guarantor of success than a medical doctor." 

"In the absence of fraud, bad faith or a patent invasion of.the field of medicine by a chiropractor, it 
seems to us that a criminal trial is not the proper forum for determining the validity of the theory of 
chiropractic." 
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This brief chronology of important events in the legal and legislative history of Chiropractic in California 
leads to the present Chiropractic Initiative Act. 


Statutory definitions and Case Law interpretations establish the practice of Chiropractic authorized to the 
holder of a chiropractic license in CAlifornia. 


A person holding a valid, unrevoked license to practice chiropractic in the state of California is authorized 
to practice any mode or system of chiropractic as taught in chiropractic schools or colleges as mandated by 
and set forth in Sec. 5 of the ACT. In addition to the practice of chiropractic, the holder of a license may 
use mechanical, hygienic and sanitary measures incident to the care of the body. 


SUMMARY 
Any person holding a valid, unrevoked or unsuspended license issued by the California Board of Chiropractic Ex- 
aminers is authorized to practice any mode or system of Chiropractic and may use physiological, natural and/or 
naturopathic methods and procedures. And, may diagnose, treat, operate for or prescribe for any ailment, blem- 
ish, deformity, disease, disfigurement, disorder, injury, or other physical or mental condition of any person 
without the use of drugs included in Materia Medica and without severing or penetrating human tissues by op- 
erating with a knife with the exception of severing the umbilical cord. 


LEM. 4/84. 


* Purviance v Brockman, Amador County Superior Court 4284, 1939. Court held that it is manifestly evident 
that those things mentioned in the Drugless Practitioners Certificate as not being the practice of medicine 
under the Medical Act, then they are not the practice of medicine under the Chiropractic Act. Court also 
held that physiotherapy belongs to chiropractors as a prior arts right. 


** "Naturopathy is a mode of healing that attempts to restore and maintain health by bios use of AME air, — 
ter, clay, heat, rest, diet, herbs, electricity, massage, Swedish movements, suggestive Eherapeuts cae chi- 
ropractic, magnetism, physical and mental culture, and does not advocate the use of drugs and medicines but 
does advocate the use of 'dietary supplements’ which said dietary supplements include all substances fone : 
in nature, including those substances found in herbs, the earth and animal tissues, whether raw or refined. 
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WANTED BY CPRC NEWSLETTER: Old pamphlets, brochures, articles, books, class descrip- 
tions, certificates, legal opinions by the State Board, chiropractic colleges. or 
other organizations that might be helpful in defending chiropractic practice rights. 
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THE FLUOROSCOPE 


Look for 
a case to be filed against the Medical Quality 
Assurance Board, in San Diego, to protect the 
right of Chiropractors to use colonic therapy. 

Don't look for 
the present Chiropractic Board to back down on 
this issue as the 1980 Bd. did. This Board will 
defend colonic therapy as a chiropractic prac— 
tice. 

Look for 
more lay people, trained in bureaucracy and in- 
doctrinated toward allopathic medicine, to be 
hired for key positions in chiropractic insti- 
tutions. ° 

Don't look for 
these people to understand, or, represent chi- 
ropractic as an alternative and competitive 
practice to allopathic medicine. 

Look for 
medical opposition to chiropractic to come from 
satellite groups composed of the allied medical 
professions. 

Don't look for 
these satellite groups to accept the scientific 
principles and philosophy of chiropractic. 

Look for 
"turncoats' in the chiropractic profession to 
try to 'medicalize' the chiropractic profession. 

Don't look for 
the 'turncoats' to defend chiropractic princip- 
les and practices against the ‘lay experts’ who 
have been hired by chiropractic institutions to 
gain medical approval. 

Look for 
the 'enforcement arm' of the State Bd. to seek 
professional cooperation to discover persons 
practicing ‘chiropractic adjustments’ without 
a license. 

Don't look for 
the ‘enforcement arm' of the Bd. to let up on 
its 'monitoring program’ of restricting drug- 
less and naturopathic procedures by chiroprac— 
tic licensees. 

Look for 
interns on California Chiropractic campuses to 
praise their academic education while expres- 
sing dissatisfaction with their clinical and 
practical training. 

Don't look for 
the promotional promises made for student re- 
cruitment to be forgotten. Same student gripes 
may turm into law suits against colleges for 
fraud. 
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Look for 
the Peer Review Group to have legislation in- 
troduced to circumvent the federal law which 
allows individual group members to be sued for 
wrongdoing. 

Don't look for . 
this legislation to improve chiropractic insur- 
ance payments. Reasons given for this type of 
legislation is that the insurance companies 
want it. : 

Look for 
naturopaths, who hold California D.C. licenses, 
to expect any state chiropractic association to 
protect drugless and natural practice rights to 
the full extent of the existing Chiropractic 
Act as authorized by case law. (Oosterveen) 

Don't look for 
apathy from the naturopathic group - they will 
no longer be put off by the 'good old boys’ say- 
ing this is not the time for protective action. 

Look for 
hospitals who have empty beds to welcome the 
entry of chiropractic patients. 

Don't look for 
the Chiropractor to be fully accepted as the 
"treating’ doctor. 
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FABLE 


This is a story about four people named - EVERYBODY, 
SOMEBODY, ANYBODY, and NOBODY. There was an import- 
ant job to be done and EVERYBODY was sure that SOME- 
BODY would do it. ANYBODY could have done it, but 
NOBODY did it. SOMEBODY got angry about that, be- 
cause it was EVERYBODY'S job. EVERYBODY thought ANY- 
BODY could do it, but NOBODY realized that EVERYBODY 
wouldn't do it, it ended up that EVERYBODY blamed 
SOMEBODY when NOBODY did what ANYBODY could have. 


(author unknown) 


NO, WE HAVE NO ADVERTISERS. WE NEED 
YOUR OONTRIBUTIONS TO CPRC SO WE MAY 
CONTINUE DR. MEYER'S CRUSADE TO 

DEFEND CHIROPRACTIC PRACTICE RIGHTS. 
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To Selected San Francisco Chiropractic Physicians 


The struggle to survive is a continuing one. That is why we belong to 
our local, sta:e and national organizations. These organizations are 
only as good as an informed and participating membership make then. 


In California we have an attempt to reduce our practice rights. Our 
1922 Act was passed only after much personal sacrifice by many 
dedicated chirvupractic physicians. We can not permit our rights to be 
eroded because once started it becomes difficult to stop. 


It has been many years since I last engaged in the practice of obstetrics 
and I do not contemplate ever resuming. Most physicians are not inter- 
ested in this natural chiropractic phenomenon. But if only one DC wants 
to practice or even if none are interested now, we who are practicing 
have the obligation to protect. this right for future physicians. 


Mir State Roerd has decided obstetrics is the vractice of medicine. 
Even though the Board is made up of chiropractic physicians and our law 
includes obsterics, the Board has turned against its own. This is 
disgraceful and why I am contributing to Dr. Laura Flores' defense. 

Of greater significance is the concern that colleagues of this caliber 
will next declare ultrasound or Xray the practice of medicine. 


CCA has been noticeably quiet and one must be apprehensive. Vigilance 
is essential o2 the part of all of us. Write your Board and the CCA. 
Let them know you expect responsibility and adherence to the law. 





Yours in chiropractic, cal 


Lge oad Oo 2 nem, 


William A. Nelson, D.C., FICC 
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TRADEOFFS? 


The following letter was written by Dr. Wm. Meyer 
to the CCA President, 4 years ago: 

April 30, 1980 
Dear Mr. President and Directors: 
Dr. Gentry recently visited the Ventura County Chi- 
ropractic Society. He made an eloquent appeal for 
membership and gave an effectice account of the leg- 


islative prowess made by the CCA. He told us of some © 


of the proposals the CCA may implement in order to 
make Chiropractic more acceptable to the CMA and 
the Atty. General in California for the privilege of 
using Ultra Sound Therapy. 


Dr. Gentry's account of the accomplishments and 
goals of the CCA were heart warming and laudable. 
The profession is fortunate to be in such good hands. 


Near the end of Dr. Gentry's talk he mentioned a 
possible trade off of some of the modalities such as 
Colonic Lavage, Obstetrics and other rights we have 
been fighting hard to keep for many years. Services 
selectively used for the benefit of the public as 
long as I cen remember. He implied that by trading 
off these rights we might beget the love, coopera- 
tion and acceptance of the establishment. 


These are glorious times for Chiropractic and are 
filled with great opportunity. We are better accep- 
ted by the public. The Governor has smiled upon us, 
waved his hand generously in appointing ten Chiro- 
practors to the Medical Board of Review. 


Also the Governor has appointed Dr. Ronald Lawrence 
M.D. to sit with the Chiropractic Board. There 
could be no better choice from my experience. Does 
this set a precedent for a succeeding Governor to 


appoint an M.D. who may be less sympathetic? ag 
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» In my 50 years experience and observation of the 


CMA, AMA, Atty. Generals and the establishmentarian 
Courts in this and other states, I have learned 
frav bitter experience (Fowler: Crees Cases) that 
these "Honorable Bodies" will never accede to any ; 
degree of acceptance of Chiropractic, Osteopathy or 
any competitive philosophy or profession which dif- 
fers fram its own. This was proven by the Osteopath- 
ic Surrermjer and Infamous tradeoff for an M.D. cer- 
tificate for 60 Shekels. The fine Osteopathic Medi- 
cal School for 1 Shekel. I saw no noticeable accep- 
tance from the Host Profession. Homeopathic Medi- 
cine, Eclectic Medicine, Physical Medicine, and the 
Drugless Healing license and schools all went into 
oblivion in the same way. 


Thanks to a few courageous men like Dr. Richard Eby 
who fought in the courts, got the D.O. license re- 
instated by costly legal action. Osteopathic Medi- 
cine which has always been a friend to the Chiro- 
practic profession was saved and its school is now 
functioning in Pomona-Cal. 


Chiropractic in the State of California did not at- 
tain its present position by love, tolerance and 
cooperation with the CMA or Goliath Medicine. The 
history of the extinction of other professions has 
been documented. The only evidence of love, toler- 
ance and cooperation bestowed upon all is annihila- 
tion. A dead emasculated Chiropractic profession 
would be an object of Love. 


Let us forget about the acceptance of the CMA and the 
Atty. General. He must be the protector of the estab- 
lishment's economic interests. We must let the cult- 
ists in our own profession flagelate themselves into 
a ridiculous position of limited responsibility to 
the public. We must keeppressing on for greater lati- 
tude of service and achievements in the future for 
the public good. 


We can soar to great professional heights of increas- 
ed public service by guarding against mediocrity, 
short cuts in our offices, quackery and the advertise- 
ment. of psuedo-sciences which may open us up to sci- 
entific criticism unless used for stated experimen- 
tal purposes. Courageously we must fight for more 
rights and privileges to serve, surrendering nothing 
which is rightfully ours. 


The members of the CCA will militantly oppose any 
"trade-offs". If any are made you can look for a rup- 
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ture in our ranks and a weakening of many of the 
gains the CCA has already made. Political Medicine 
has profited from our divisiveness in the past. We 
do not need any more "Quislings" to sell us out or 
make compromises with the avowed enemy. 


"We are in earnest, we shall not retreat a single 
inch and we will be heard." 


Sincerely yours, 
Wm. C. Meyer D.C. 


As Dr. Meyer said, appeasement by the CCA of the Med- 
ics has no value for chiropractic. The position paper 
on Chiropractic prepared by the California Council 
Against Health Fraud, Inc. (Dynamic Chiropractor ,March 
1984) shows where chiropractic appeasement of the 
medics can lead. 


KEKE 
STATE BOARD PERVERTS LAW 


One can't help but wonder whether or not 
the actions of the non-chiropractors in 

the Chiropractic State Board office are 

wilfully aimed at the destruction of the 
profession in this State. 


Many recent accusations have been over- 
turned by the various Administrative Law 
judges. The false charges against Dr. 
Clarence Blosat and Dr. Donald Jones are 
two of the more recent examples. 


Under the California Administrative Code, 
a Board is given broad powers but with 
certain restraints. "The Administrative 
procedure Act was intended to prevent the 
arbitrary removal of licensure...(Title 
2, section 11126) 


The Dr.Blosat Accusation is a case in point. 
Dr. Blosat was charged with a violation of 
Rule 317(d) "Unprofessional Conduct...ex- 
cessive treatment, etc." This rule has 
been preverted by the Board's Executive 
Director to the point of excess. By re- 
ferring to B&P Code sec. 725, the true 
meaning of "excessive treatment" can be 
easily determined. It does not involve 

a set number of treatments; which premise 
reveals either ignorance or willful mali- 
ciousness. 


Dr. Jones' accusation involved diagnosis 

of a systemic condition! Since the non- 
chiropractor who determines Board policy 

is completely ignorant of the gamut of 
Chiropractic care philosophy, he unilater- 
ally decided this was the practice of medi- 
cine. 
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To the non-chiropractors in the State Board 
office, any treatment other than neck and 
back is the practice of medicine. One 
might suggest they read the Cabral Deci- 
sion in which the Appeals Court Judge Lynn 
Compton reminded the Courts that Doctors 
of Chiropractic and Doctors of Medicine 
treat the same conditions using different 
methods. 





Other areas of surprising ignorance expressed 
by the non-chiropractors in the Board's 
office is revealed, rather starkly, in the 
recent "Board of Examiners" Update 1984." 

On a front page "Chairman's Message," it 

was stated that monies for the function of ; 
the Board come from "public Funds." Anyone 


Anyone with the ability to read has but to 
examine section 14 of the Chiropractic Act 
entitled "Chiropractic Examiner's Fund" 
to see that the funds for the Board come 
from the chiropractors themselves. 


This same Chairman , when the suggestion was 
made to change rule 317,replied "That is up 
to the State Legislature." Section 4(b) of 
the Chiropractic Act clearly mandates that 
the formation of rules and regulations are 
part of the powers exercised by the Board. 


The sooner the non-chiropractors are elimin- 
ated from the Board's office, the sooner the 
attempt to destroy the profession will itself 
be destroyed; And the ongoing perverting of 
the Chiropractic Act will stop. 


KKK 


ONCE AGAIN. 





At a meeting of the Cancer Advisory Council of the 
state Dept. of Health Services, health professionals 
decried a problem about which they are powerless to 
do anything. 


cee pescreemrenene cna 


Richard Dees, investigator with the F.D.A., said 
San Diego is particularly hard hit because it is so 
close to the Mexican border. 


Cited as "bogus remedies" were coffee enemas, special 
diets, minerals and vitamins, herb and spice ‘cures’. 





California laws are aimed at false advertising and 
fraudulent claims. Because spices, herbs, vitamins, 
coffee enemas, of themselves, do not make claims 
they are not branded by law as being fraudulent. 


Is this another attempt by the allopaths to put vita- 
mins, nutrition, herbs, etc. under prescription? 


KKK * 











Memo from 

the Board of 
Chiropractic 
Examiners 


by Garret F. Cuneo 
Executive Secretary 








QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 


Sometime ago you all received a 
questionnaire from the State Board and 
were asked to complete and retum it to 
that office by September 30th. Following 
are the results of that questionnaire. The 
State Board’s purpose was to accumulate 
accurate information concerning the pres- 
ent state of the art, and the results will be 
useful for long-range planning for the 
- profession and to assess the profession’s 
changing needs. 

Total Number 
Mailed: 4,670 

Total Number of Questionnaires Re- 
turned: 2,715 (58%) 


of Questionnaires 


1. I practice: 


Full-time 2,279 
Part-time 381 
Other (retired) 55 


2. Do you believe that a chiropractor 
must examine each patient and arrive 
at a diagnosis? 

Yes 2,332 (87.18%) 
No 343 (12.8%) 

3. If your answer to No. 2 is no, do you 
believe a chiropractor’s only role in 
determining the condition of a pa- 
tient is to analyze subluxations? 

Yes 301 
No 305 
-4. Do you take X-rays for purposes of: 
Structural analysis? (only) 
Yes 301 
No 0 
Diagnosis? (only) 
Yes 190 (7%) 


No 0 

Both? 
Yes 2,225 (81.96%) 
No 0 


Do you feel X-ray interpretation isa 
necessary part of your practice? 

Yes 2,428 (89.47%) 

No 286 (10.54%) 

5. Has any private or hospital lab (ra- 
diological or clinical) refused to 
accept your referrals for patient ex- 
amination? 

Yes 687 (26%) 
No 1,926 (73.7%) 


6 CCA Journal 


6. Do you believe a chiropractor should 
limit his or her adjustments to the 
spinal column? 

Yes 181 (6.67%) 

No 2,534 (93.34%) 

7. Do you believe a chiropractor should 
be permitted to adjust not only the 
spinal column, but also extremities 
(such as knees and shoulders) and 
cranial sutures? 

Yes 2,595 (95.58%) 

No 120 (4.59%) 

8. a. Although the chiropractic adjust- 
ment is a primary method of treat- 
ment, do you additionally feel that 
other treatment measures are. re- 
quired to facilitate the patient’s 
recovery? 

Yes 2,407 (90.9%) 

No 240 (9.07%) 

b. Please check those following 
items which you routinely utilize in 
your practice: 

1 Physical 
2,104 (77.5%) 

2. Colonics ~ 263 (9.69%) 

3. Nutritional Counseling and Sup- 
plementation — 2,291 (84.3%) 

4. Patient Counseling —- 
2,092 (77.6%) 

5. Mechanical, Hygienic and Sani- 
tary Measures, such as Support- 
ive Orthopedic Appliances, Cor- 
rective and Orthopedic Gymnas- 
tics —~ 2,208 (81.3%) 

9. If your response to question No. 8a. 
was yes, check those treatment mo- 
dalities which you presently utilize: 

. Ultrasound — 1,992 (73.3%) 

. Diathermy — 1,319 (48.59%) 

. Infrared — 816 (30.06%) 

. Ultraviolet — 553 (20.37%) 

. Traction — 1,367 (50.53%) 

. Low Voltage Electrotherapy 
(ie., Galvanic, Fradaric, Sinu- 
soidal) — 1,323 (48.7%) 

10. Do you feel that physical therapy 
procedures are a necessary compo- 
nent of your overall treatment of 
those conditions which you may 
routinely encounter in practice? 

Yes 1,977 (72.8%) 

No 736 (27.13%) 

11. Do you feel it would be helpful for 
you to additionally have the oppor- 
tunity to refer patients to a regi- 
stered physical therapist? 

Yes 1,167 (45.04%) 

No 1,424 (54.96%) 

12. Do you provide your patients with 
any of the following (please check): 

1. Nutritional Supplements, Vita- 


Therapy - 


NANUAhWpP — 


mins, Minerals, etc.? — 
2,288 (84.28%) 
2. Nutritional Counseling, Diets, 


etc.? — 2,106 (77.57%) 


3. Orthotic appliances, Braces, Sup- 
ports, etc.? — 1,439 (53.01%) 

4, Heel/Sole lifts? —- 
1,678 (68.81%) 

13. At present a chiropractor may utilize 
procedures outlined in questions 8; °° 
9, ard 12 by successfully passing all 
sections of the State Board Examina- 
tion. In the future, do you feel a 
chiropractor should be prohibited 
from using those procedures unless 
he or she obtains a separate license or 
certification for each procedure? 

Yes 335 (12.46%) 
No 2,354 (87.55%) 

14. Do you believe a chiropractor should 
be permitted to assist in the birth of 
a child using natural birthing meth- 
ods? 

Yes 1,928 (72.1%) 
No 746 (27.9%) 
Do you provide this service? 
Yes 80 (2.96%) 
No 2,624 (97.05%) 


This Memo appeared in the Dec.1980 
CCA Journal. As Mr. Cuneo stated ~ 
the purpose of the questionnaire 
was to assist with long range plan- 
ning for the profession and to as- 
sess the profession's changing, 
needs. 

The questionnaire covers the broad 
practice of chiropractic under the 
present law and the responses show 
the profession's support. 

The profession rejected the notion 
of dividing practice into several 
certificates to practice. 

Over 70% of the respondents consid- 
ered subjects now required to be 
taught in chiropractic schools or 
colleges, under the existing law, 
were necessary to their practice, 
i.e., physiotherapy, nutrition, 
O.B., mechanical, hygienic and 
sanitary measures etc. 

The existing law meets the require- 
ments for the Chiropractic Physi- 
cian to be a Primary Health Provi-~- 
der. 

As stated by Mr. Cuneo, it can be 
used as the basis for long range 
planning. : 


CORRECTION 
Re. Chronology in April 1984 CPRC 
Newsletter. 
Correct citation for Ratledge Case 
1916 - (156 Pac 455) 
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The U.S. Supreme Court let stand the Seventh Circuit 
Court of Appeals decision that the Wilks et al vs. 
A.M.A. et al case is to be retried. 


Last year, the C.M.A. Resolution for the elimination 
of the chiropractic profession in California was ex- 
posed in Health Freedom News (May 1983). 


The first official act of the California Council A- 
gainst Health Fraud, Inc. (self styled consumer pro- 
tection organization) was to publish a position pa- 
per against chiropractic. 


All of the above actions, and more, taken by the med- 
ics are a smoke screen to obscure their true position 
By attacking the chiropractic profession and claim 
ing to be protectors of public health, they divert 
attention away from their own failures. In this way 
they give the impression of being the ‘white knight 
shining armor’ with the only knowledge to success- 
fully accomplish ‘cures’. They say, "anything elee 

is quackery". 

Dr. A. Earl Homewood has written an ‘Open Letter’ in 
reply to the CCAHF position paper (Dynamic Chiro- 
practor, May 1984). 

Dr. Homewood cites numerous authors, statistics and 
failures as well as the unscientific approach to 
health and well being used by the allopaths. This 
scholarly paper deserves careful reading to better 
understand the difference between Chiropractic Medi- 
cine and Allopathic Medicine. 


The attack fram the outside requires vigilance on 
the part of the chiropractic profession regardless 
of the various schools of chiropractic. There is 
room for all "Schools of Chiropractic” to ‘practice 
as taught'. To exist as a profession, we must all 
work together. 


The attack from the outside is formidable. We must, 
first, rid ourselves of those within the profession 
who are turncoats, and then, support each other as 
doctors of chiropractic under a license embracing 
the full practice of chiropractic as P.H.Ps. 


The Medics have manipulated the different schools of 
chiropractic to take adversary positions against 
each other. Remember the old saying - DIVIDE AND 
CONQUER? 

LET'S NOT LET IT HAPPEN TO US. 


5 


CPRC NEWSLETTER NEEDS YOUR HELP, 
> SEND IN YOUR CONTRIBUTION TODAY € 
SO WE CAN CONTINUE OUR. FIGHT 
FOR CHIROPRACTIC PRACTICE RIGHTS, 
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TURNCOATS 


A 'Turncoat' to the Chiropractic profession is: 

1) a lay person or D.C. who professes to work for 
the benefit of the chiropractic profession and 
says "to get along we must go along with the al- 
lopaths" i.e., giving up practice rights. 

2) a lay person or D.C. who believe that a ‘real' 
doctor is an M.D. while professing to believe 
that D.C.s are ‘treating doctors’. 

3) a D.C. whose self esteem is so low and his confi- 
dence in the chiropractic practice of drugless 
medicine is so slight that he thinks Chiroprac- 
tors should be spinas manipulators for back prob- 
lems only. 

4) a D.C. who believes that spinal manipulation for 
back problems should be a branch of allopathic 
medicine. 

5) a lay person, working for the chiropractic pro- 
fession, or a D.C. who believe that chiropractic 
should not be an alternate general health system 
choice for the consumer. 

6) a lay person, ostensibly promoting chiropractic, 
or a D.C. who wish to deny doctors of chiroprac- 
tic from assuming full responsibility as family 
doctors. 

7) a D.C. whose 'broad' view is to dictate a singu- 
lar mode of practice to the entire profession. 
(divide and conquer). 

TURNCOAT.- n. one who switches to an opposing side 

or party: Traitor. (Webster's New Col- 
legiate Dictionary. 1981) 


*.* *#*# @ #@ ee eee ee 
DOES HISTORY REPEAT ITSELF? 


Several years ago the state associations and the 
State Board were taken over by turncoats. 


WHAT DID THEY TRY TO ACCOMPLISH? 


1) AB 868 which was destined to eliminate most chi- 
ropractic practice rights mandated by law. 

2) Appeasement of allopathic medicine by adopting 
A.G.Opinion 79-825 to eliminate assisting in nat- 
ural childbirthing for a fee. 

3) Establishment of Peer Review Groups to act as an 
arm of insurance companies to deny payment for 
services of D.C.s. 

4) Changing policy and regulation fram requiring 
high standards of education in laboratory and 
clinical training in all required subjects for 
the protection of patient consumers to a policy 
of 'enforcement' viewing the licensed doctor as 
a criminal from whom the consumer needs protec— 





tion. 

5) A totalitarian system within associations and a- 
gencies denying democratic rights of the individ- 
ual doctor. aaa 
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6) The same thaing that was accomplished within the 


Osteopathic profession in California i.e., 

Dr. Henley from U.S.C., whose degree was not in 
Osteopathy, was brought in to head the college 

of Osteopathic Physicians and Surgeons. 

The D.O. 'turncoats' started a legislative effort 
similar to AB 868. Their legislation amended the 
Osteopathic Initiative Act and also allowed the 
transfer of their licenses to the Medical Board. 
The Osteopathic College changed its name to the 
California College of Medicine - granting M.D. de- 
grees to those D.O.s transferring their license 
to the Medical Bd., This ended the existence of 
the Osteopathic College and placed the Osteopath- 
ic Board in limbo. 


IS HISTORY REPEATING ITSELF? 


oe 


THE FLUORSCOPE 


Look for 
*Totalitarians' in the U.S. to use what are 
known as communistic tactics to dispose of dis- 
sidents by charging 'mental illness’. 

Don't look for 
any changes from the communistic technique of 
discrediting dissidents through character assas- 
ination. 

Look for 
the allopaths (AMA) to attempt greater control 
over broadcast health info from other sources. 

Don't look for 
easy access to the media for other health pro- 
fessionals to speak of treatments alternative 
to conventional medical treatment. 
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Look for | 
continuing attempts to control all information 
on nutrition by the American Dietetics Ass'n, 

Don't look for 
the A.D.A. (or the A.M.A.) to be content with 
anything less than state legislation to require 
A.D.A. membership in order to use the term 'reg- 
istered nutritionist’. 

Look for 
revival of attacks against ‘charlatans and 
quacks’ by so-called consumer groups in the in- 
terest of public health. 

Don't look for 
anything to escape the charge of quackery that 
is outside the concept of allopathic medicine. 

Look for 
an increased reporting of iatrogenic disease. 

Don't look for 
reduction of this condition with the increase 
in the marketing of toxic drugs as the accep- 
table, regular practice of medicine. 

Look for 
high risk and dangerous modalities to be accep- 
ted as ‘regular, orthodox care' to reduce in- 
surance malpractice losses. 

Don't look for 
this to aid the consumer, but rather, to make 
it more difficult to get large awards for dam- 
ages. 

Look for 
Lay persons and D.C.s who believe that Chiro- 
practic Medicine is an alternative to Allo- 
pathic Medicine. 

Don't look for 
Lay persons and D.C.s to represent you who be- 
lieve that Chiropractic is a limited profession, 
treating muscles and joints. 
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BOARD ACTS TO REMOVE INSULTING 


EDITORIAL REGULATICN--HOEFLING OBJECTS 

This issue of the "CPRC Newsletter" is de- At the State Board meeting of August 23, 

voted to happenings involving the. State _ 1984, acting under the competent direction 

Board of Chiropactic Examiners and many of member Dr. Raymond Ursillo, the Board 

Doctors of Chiropractic. ; . moved to drop Rule 309, 

As you read this issue please note the un- ' Rule 309 requires any D.C. whose license is 

derlying message....the degregation of suspended or revoked for any length of time, 

D.C.'s in California. In the past, we ' to notify, in writing, every patient under 

looked to the Board for leadership, pro- treatment that the doctor's license has been 

tection, and help in our fight against or- suspended or revoked by the Board. Addition- 

ganized medicine. Now, it seems our worst ally, a large sign,. prepared by the Board, 

enemy. is that very same Board. / must be posted in a conspicuous place in the 
7 _ doctor's office. The sign is to remain for 

Man doctors h : 

Y ave said they too have had ' the entire time of the suspension or revo- 









and particularly its Executive Director aon: 

but were afraid to, say anything for fear ' Dr. Ursillo commented, "Many doctors have 
of reprisal: or retaliation.. : complained about this regulation. I find 

Tf you have had ai ‘experience or are pre~ eee — ab LOp me cec ste ond conan 
sently in the thros of Board harassment, aanS- : 

let us know--maybe we can guide you and _ However, Mr. Hoefling-objected, stating the 
help you to:win. CPRC will always protect _-. Attorney General would not like this action 
the doctor and never reveal your name un- and would object that these disciplinary 
less you approve. “guidelines would not be adhered to. 


A famous statesman once said: "If we don't . The CPRC respectfully suggests that this 
hang together, we'll surely hang separately." Board employee read Sections 1,2,3,&4 of the 
Chiropractic Initiative Act. The Board con- 


HANG IN THERE! . : ‘ trols the actions over D.C.'s, not the At- 
oe -  torney General. 
ee en 














STATE BOARD DIRECTOR CONTINUES 
TO DESTROY DOCTORS ? 


In still another arrogant attempt to hurt, 
harass, and destroy a California Doctor of 
Chiropractic, the State Board's Executive 
Director has ordered a hearing on Dr. David 
Jackson of Downey. 


His crime? Successfully suing a patient who 
owed the doctor money on an unpaid balance 
for professional services. The doctor sued 
this patient in Small Claims Court and won. 
The patient, as was his right, appealed to 
the Superior Court. The Superior Court Judge ® 
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_f dgreed and ordered ' ‘the patient bo pay Dr. 'BOARD-"STONEWALLS” INVESTIGATION 


Jackson. The Court ‘ordered. also! the pay- 
ments to be no less that $50 per month: 


The patient then complained to Mr. Hoef- 
ling of the State Board. Immediately know- 
ing that the two courts and judges were 
wrong and the Board's Director has inher- 
ent superior knowledge, it was reported 
that unprofessional: conduct charges (Rule 
317) are under consideration. 


To add ‘to Dr. Jackson's peebleke: his 
twenty~year-old daughter has been in a‘ 
hospital in a coma for three months--the 
result of an automobile accident. 
‘ kok kx z ; 

In still another case, the Board's Execu- 
tive Director has apparently decided to 
try to destroy a new doctor. This time the 
Director is helping. an insurance. company 
avoid paying on a claim. ‘ 
Dr. Duane Eyre of Rancho Cucamonga, ca.! 
treated two children (and the chidren's 
mother and grandmother) injured iin an au- 
to accident. The mother is pleased with 
the treatment and recently stated she was 
. very satisfied as was the. grandmother. - 


Faced with patient satisfaction and ano- 

ther non-medical, chiropractic treatment 

success, the insurance company would have 
to. pay the claim. However, there'is a way 
to avoid payment: complain to thé Chiro- 

practic Board and the Executive Director 

will supervise "unprofessional conduct’: 

charges against the doctor.. 


The ' 'acéusation" has been filed and the: 
Attorney General's office has offered ae 
"deal" if the doctor will plead guilty: 

1. Revoke his license for 5. years; 2. Sus- 
pend all but 30 days. (meaning 30:days li- | 
cense suspension and 4 years and‘1l months 
supervised probation); 3. Pay a "costs" ; 
charge of $l, 558. ; ; ; ; 


: 


With a friend like the ieeutive. bi recter 


it. won't: be long until no insurance com- 
pany has to pay a D.C. at alll i . 
2a 


Pree eee eee ee es : 
. CPRC NEWSLETTER NEEDS YOUR HELP, 
» SEND- IN YOUR CONTRIBUTION TODAY 


~ SO WE CAN CONTINUE OUR FIGHT ;. 
. FOR CHIROPRACTIC PRACTICE BGS: 


* # & 


OF RECENT. EXAMINATION FIASCO 


At ne August 23, .1984, public meeting of 
the Chiropractic. Board, prior to calling 
the meeting to order, Chairperson Dale 
Hagey, the non-chiropractor member, gave 
an opening statement of policy. 


He took notice of the inappropriately high 
failure rate of the May, 1984, examination. 
(ED. --Of the 749 taking the exam 533 failed 
and will have to retake the exam) Mr. Hagey 
stated that a modest adjustment would be 
made on the physical therapy section of 

the exam. Students would be notified re- 
garding the rescoring in two weeks. 


Contrary to previous policy of allowing 
students to appeal within thirty days of 
taking the Board, Mr. Hagey stated this 
would no longer be permitted. He asked 
those present not to address this topic 
during the course of the meeting. 


Consequently, attorney for 338 of those 
applicants, college presidents, professors, 
doctors, students were forced to object 


_ after the meeting was adjourned! 


These actions, including the abrupt, un- 
expected, and possibly illegal adjournment’ 
by the non-chiropractor Mr. Hagey, are cer- . 
tainly representative of a classical 
"stonewalling" approach to all problems. 
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STATE BOARD DIRECTOR MAKES OBTAINING 
_ DUPLICATE LICENSE DIFFICULT 


In the continuing story of harassment of 
Doctors of Chiropractic, another chapter 
was recently written on a Dr. Moore. 


It seems this doctor completed the neces- 
sary forms provided by the Board and paid 
the fee fora duplicate license. Ata Board — 
meeting, the motion approving the dupli- 
Cate license was not seconded and thus 
failed. 


t 
Worried because the doctor was unsure of 
his legal status, he desperately called 
the Board's Sacramento office. The office 
of the Board's Executive Director replied 
that aehey had received So many phone calls 
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due to the recent examination fiasco that } 
the office would not answer him on the phone. 
- The doctor was instructed to appear, in per- 
son, at thg August, 23, °1984 meeting: to plead 
his case. ' mi ure, © : : 
The thunder-struck Board members immediately 
rectified the error and directed that a du- 
plicate license be issted forthwith. 


Our question revolves around the unnecessary 
action by the Executive Director's Office 

to make the doctor’ appear in person’ when a. 
written request has previously sufficed. 

Was it an érror in judgment? Was it. an overt 
act of harassment? Was it an ego trip? Only 
the Board's Executive Director can answer. 

















BOARD'S ATTEMPT TO SILENCE ° SS 
= DR. JEREMY SIGMOND FAILS « . ‘ 


Most California Doctors of Chiropractic have Se 


received letters from Dr. Jeremy Sigmond 






regarding his lawsuit against many parties. s YARD- WH 9 
Several doctors, including a State Board _ THE STATE BO O ARE THEY? 

. . : ns : Re : E : : 
member, the CCA, and insurance companies The members of the Chirapactic State Board 
were named ,in the suit. The suit, which are appointed by the Governor fae teens 
deals with arbitrary, unfair, unlawful peer ss not to exceed four years but limited to no 
review practices and criminal racketeering - more that two terns 


to trial as yet. * 2 


4 


forbidden under the Ricoh Act, has not come ee 
4 Section 1 of the Chiropractic Initiative 


Act mandates a seven~member Board, five to 


Members of the profession who were directly "be Doctors of Chiropractic and two as lay- 
_ affected by similar circumstances were sup~ People representing the consumer. No more 
portive of Dr. Sigmond, others filed separ- _ than two memberg can be from the same 
Be AVAES Ss . : : » county. No more than two of the D.C.'s can 
In an unprecedented action, the Chiropractic » be from the same chiropractic school. The 
Board’ recently attempted to silence: Dr. Sig- "members are paid a Per diem allowance, 
mond by bringing charges of possible mental _ (which is set by a state agency) and all. 
incompetence. The Board's Executive Direc- reasonable expenses. . 
tor filed an action requiring the doctor to _ Within the powers of the Board is the 
appear for a competency hearing before ee : right to hire employees, lawyers, exami- 
psychiatrist. One of the complaining wit- - Nation commissioners, investigators, and 
nesses was the Board member against‘whom _ "such other personnel as required to assure 
Dr. Sigmond had filed oa ee : ae: adequate functioning of the Board. 
After a hearing in Superior Court, an in- © . Edward J. Hoefling, the current Executive 
junction was obtained prohibiting the Board Director--a position somewhat analogous 
from ever again trying to take such action: ~ to an office manager--is a carreer emplo- 
against Dr. Sigmond. The Boards “Of SOUTee, » Yee of the State. His principle employer 
is now liable for Dr. Sigmond's legal ex- | -- is the State of California, Department of 
penses, ‘ ‘ ‘ ; . Consumer Affairs. One might consider him 
- How long must the profession put up with | “on loan to the Board and paid by the Board. 
» this type of action? Will the apathy conti- | The State Board of Chiropractic Examiners 
- nue until we are all affected? Perhaps a . hired Mr. Hoefling and they can fire him-- 


letter to the Governor and/or the CCA might as with any other employee. 
be in order. ; : 












INSURANCE COMPANIES ARE FIRST; 
PATIENTS AND D,C.’S ARE Last 112 | 


The Board of Chiropractic paminars has. 
seemingly developed a pattern of siding with 
the insurance companies and against the in- 
terests of the doctor's patients. A consis- 
tent pattern seems to. appear in many of the 
Board's accusations. 7 ; 


For example, insurance companies, NOT the 
patients, complain of "excessive treatment." — 
This immediately raises a question of motive. . 
Is it possible that the insurance companies 
have fouhd in the Board a willing ally‘to 
help avoid paying the claim according to 

the insured's contract? 


® 


We ask,"Why should the Board be incurring 
extra time and expense doing 'dirty work' i 
for insurance companies?" Would not a more 
honest approach demand that only .complaints 
from the patient desérve response by the 
Board's Executive Director? Let the insur- 
ance company refuse to pay on its own jini- 
tiative and face a possible civil suit by 
the patient. On reflection, this" previous 
sentence may be the answer. : 


cy 


Just what is "excessive treatment" and the : 
resultant charge of "unprofessional conduct": 
(Rule 317)? If the health of the patient is 
‘the primary concern of all--Board, Do¢tor, 
insurance company, and Executive Dire¢tor-- 
then the patient's health care needs are 
considered first. This interest should be 
‘manifest whether the patient neéds 5 or 150 | 
treatments to effect the proper care.’ If 

the patient's health is not the primary con- 
cern, then what the insurance carrier, wants 
shall continue to dominate. : 


"Excessive treatment" is treatment conti- 
-nued long after the patient is well; or to 

' render ‘diagnostic or laboratory examinations 
where they are not indicated. The idea of 
this definition relates to the patient's 
health needs-~not to the claim's payment 

. wishes of an insurance company.. 


One additional common thought seem to per- 

vade these Board actions--the more investi- 
gations, the more Consumer Affairs investi- 
gators are needed. The more accusations 

filed, the more Deputy Attorneys General 

are needed. Thus, the Board's Executive Di- 

- rector, a career bureaucrat, can assure ma- _ 

ny other bureaucrats will enjoy full employ--g> 
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.ing. This will allow the questions to be 
“asked and the person asking can remain a- 


' present to assist Mr. Hoefling~ 


_ Since this dinner meeting (cost $14 or $3 


* LASW Director Dr. ‘Ransom L. 


"370-6323 by September 7, 1984 to make reser~ 
“vations. ne 
= = 


“Section 4 of the Chiropractic Initiative 
: Act gives the individuals appointed by the 
Governor to serve as Board Members virtu- 
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ment. Perhaps we can see a short lesson 


here: "How To Assure Employment and Be- 
come a‘Hero!"....at our expense. 


ane 














__LASW SOCIETY INVITES BOARD DIRECTOR 
~ EDWARD HOEFLING TO SEPT 18TH MEETING 


In a clean demonstration of fairness, the 
LASW Society has arranged for the State 
Board's Executive Director, Edward J. 
Hoefling, to appear at their general meet-~ 
ing on.Tuesday, September 18, 1984, at 
7:30 P.M. The Society meets at the Holiday 
Inn, 21333 Hawthorne Blvd.; Torrance, CA. 








“Although the LASW Society has been highly 
critical of Mr. Hoefling's actions, they 
want to be as fair as possible and give 
him an opportunity to present his views. 


To keep questions in an orderly manner, a 
special form will be available at the meet- 


nonymous if they prefer. 


“pr. Jerome Klemer, Board Member, will be 


w/o dinner) will he heavily attended, ad- 
mittance will be _by reservation only. Call 
Sare at (213) 














BOARD HAS THE POWER TO ACT 


ally absolute power over the actions of 
Doctors of Chiropractic. The Act spells 

out in adequate detail what powers and du- 
ties are the legal requirement of the Board. 


There are two other areas of Board action-- 
implied rather than mandated. First, there 
is a moral obligation to fair play, hones- 
ty, and truth. Second, the obligation to 
observe the actions, motions, policies, 

and general resolutions--as evidenced by the 
Board's minutes--of previous Boards. This 
is the only manner in which continuity can 


prevail. => 





























To apply this in a specific area let us 

"pick on" obstetrics. Several previous Boards, 
dating back into the late 1920's and conti- 
nuing through the 1950's, repeatedly en- 
dorsed the practice of Chiropractic Obste- 
trics. To this day, licensure by reciprocity: 
is not granted to those doctors from states 
which do not require obstetrics. In many 
cases, they must attend an obstetrics ‘course 
in California Chiropractic Soasegee before 


licensure can be granted. 


In the revealing practice Siibvay Conauceed 


‘by the Board in 1980, 72.8% of the Califor- 


nia D.C.'s résponded by stating that they 
understood Chiropractic Obstetrics to be 
part of the scope of practice of chirgpracs 


‘tic. 


How did this 72.8% come to this conclusion? 
1. Chiropractic Obstetrics was taught, in the | 
colleges; 2. A specialty society, approved 


.by the CCA, existed; 3. The State Board re- — 
“peatedly said Chiropractic Obstetrics ‘is part 


of the practice of Chiropractic: as mandated 


“by the Chiropractic Act. 


“Since the Board has the absolute power to 
. decide the fate of the D.C.'s 
“ "practice of Chiropractic:is concerned, they | 
;ean accept or reject an "opinion" of the At-, 
.torney General's Office (as was clearly evi-- 


, as far as the 


denced at the Board meeting of August; 23, 


' 1984 when Board members rejected an opinion ; 
on another matter). 


One must remember: that; 
these eran. produced by a minion: in 


the A.G.'s office carry no weight in law. 

‘' These "opinions" cannot even be referred to = 
in legal proceedings because they are’ not 
law, just an "opinion" at that moment: in 


time. 


‘It is interesting to note that when the 
-Board accepted as policy (not a rule ora 


regulation of law) the Attorney General's 


_ opinion on Obstetrics, the members present 
“were threatened and coerced by a. then: mem- 


ber of the Board. They reacted instead of 


. acting responsibly. If the Board members had. 
_not voted to uphold ‘the AG Opinion against 
-. childbirthing by Chiropractors, there’ would " 


be no case against Dr. Laura Flores. * 
\ 


“A simple motion to recind this policy state- 


ment could remove a much resented action, 
greatly aid Dr. Flores to win her case for 
Obstetrics by Chiropractors, and help restore 


_faith in the present Board. 
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- LETTERS TO CPRC 


CPRC receives many letters (we could use 
mare donations) but this "from the heart" 
letter caught everyone's ‘eye and is printed 
here for your enjoyment: 


Dear CPRC Newsletter, 


Please accept this small contribution en- 
closed. I am a student trying to make it 
on a student's budget, but I felt compelled 
to make my feelings known in some small 
‘way. 


Until I noticed CPRC, I had grudgingly re- 
signed myself to the "Sid Williams Chiro- 
Shop-o-Rama" type magazines. I was greatly 
warmed to know that, people like you at 

CPRC were out there somewhere. 

I only wish I could, give more at this time. 
But as long as our mutual goals are one, I 
re-inspired" to pursue my career and 
share with you dear: friends any future re- 
wards that it may reap! : 


Respectfully yours, 
ee tenet) 





WE NEED YOUR eupltt” 


CPRC Newsletter is dedicated to preserving 
Chiropractic practice rights. If our profes- 
sional organizations would undertake this 
responsibility, there would be no reason for . 
us to continue. 


Meanwhile, we need your help to continue our’ 
efforts to inform the profession about what 


‘is going on and to offer assistance and 


moral support to those doctors who are cour-. 
ageous enough to fight back. 


SEND IN YOUR CONTRIBUTION TODAY! 


TO CPRC NEWSLETTER 
P.0.Box 11794 
VENICE, CALIF. 90291-9960 


YES, YOU CAN COUNT ON ME TO HELP. 
~T AY ENCLOSING $__ 


NAME 
ADDRESS 
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; QUESTIONS AND: ANSWERS * _, 
“4 
“W y is it: that the Osteopathic profession’ 
does not draw as much fire from the scient- 
ific community when they talk about Osteo- 
pathic manipulation and adjustments as does 
the Chiropractic profession when it speaks 
about the Chiropractic adjustment.‘ 
ANS. - Is it possible’ that the chiropractic 
adjustment is presented as a cureall? 
This is contrary to the Osteopathic present- 
ation of the osteopathic manipulation and 
adjustment along with other procedures as 
the, practice of Osteopathy. 
This presentation is more acceptable to the 
scientific community - as the scientific 
community does not accept a single technique 
or procedure aS a panacea. : 


How can the entire Chiropractic profession 
be brought under one umbrella? : 

ANS. - To define the art, science and phil- 
osophy of: Chiropractic as the chiropractic 
adjustment only,: excludes all of those chiro- 
practors -who employ..othe natural methods as 
well as the adjustment. : ‘ 
If Chiropractic is defined as a system of) 
Physiological Therapeutics and the. diagnosis 
and analysis of the sick and afflicted, this 
wouid, of course, include those who wish to 


limit their practice to a specialty of any Although the next court hearing is sched- 
~adjustive’ techniques .as.well—as-~thoese who- 


employ other natural methods. 

In definaétions - the greater includes the 
lesser. The lesser does not include the 
greater. : 


CHIROPRACTIC PRACTICE RIGHTS COALITION 
POST OFFICE BOX L1/94 , 
VENICE, CALIFORNIA 90291-8860 








Epo ay mena Ager mses a: apa a otter? Hacc, 
a ooo Cages é 


Dr: Glen.C. Miller. 


P.Q. Box 14487 


So. Lake, Tahoe pealenne 


DATED MATERIAL NEEDS ACTION Now! ! 


‘have in common as; pCOMpAT ed to paraprofession- 


- advanced training. in the basic sciences as 


-uled.-for---September-18,:1984,-Theodora 
Poloynis-Engen, attorney on the Flores 
Case, has said the case must be postponed 
to November. She will be requesting a con- 
tinuance due to her busy schedule handling 
a number of cases for Doctors of Chiroprac- 
tic and because of court date conflicts. 























What ‘does the M. D., the D.O., and the D.C. 


als. 4 

ANS. - The D.C., D. O., and M.D. are RE- 
QUIRED to have two years of preprofessional 
training in the basic sciences and four years 
of professional traininh which includes 


well as the fundamental principles of 
therapeutics and diagnosis. 
Paraprofessionals, generally speaking, 
enter their schools with a high school dip-~ 
loma and are taught the techniques of their 
particular field. I.e., Physical Therapists 
receive detailed training in the use of 
hydro, electro, mechano, etc. procedures as’ 
ordered by the general practitioner. 

The training of the general practitioner 
stresses fundamental principles in order to 
give the doctor the required understanding - 
of when to use specific diagnostic and 
therapeutic procedures. 


UPDATE ON DR, LAURA FLORES 


BULK RATE 
ULS. lr ae AID 


a PERMIT NO, 
: INGLEWOOD, CALIF, 





DEC-JAN, 51984 


Chiropractic health care is the logical 

alternative to allopathic care. Our thin- 
king and philosophy coincide with the ren- 
aissance that is bursting forth all around 


us. We are in the eye of this holistic hur-~ 


ricane and we must muster the parameters 
and embrace the challenge. 


We must strengthen the image of the pro- 
fession by insisting that the schools 


teach all the subjects mandated in the Chi- 


ropractic Act -' not only in a didactic re- 
citation. from the text, but in a clinical 
and practical manner. Anything else is a 
violation of sections 4(g), 5 

‘and 6(c) of our ACT. 


It's the Chiropractic State Board's job 
‘to see that the schools measure up to the 
task. If the Board winks at this part of 
their duty, they can be cited for malfea- 
sance of office. 


Only by following the law will the schools 
turn out properly trained Chiropractic 
Physicians...we must treat the entire pa- 
tient - not just a back and a neck - Lest 
you forget, there are hearts, lungs, bel- 
lies and other points of interest that re- 
quire the attention of us as primary 
health care providers. 


We must urge the State Board to see that 
all the schools move into the 80s and 
teach the full gamut of physiological 
therapeutics as described by our law. We 
must offer a true and complete altern- 
ative to the consumer within the chiro- 
practic profession. 


The public is calling for the multidimen- 
tional drugless and knifeless physician of 
old. We cannot allow this one to slip away 


Circumstances offer us a challenge, if we 
do not pick up this gauntlet, it can only 
demean our vision, and make our purpose 
ignoble. 


Let's think of ourselves as chiropractic 
physicians because, in fact, we are! 


FRRRRRRRRRRRRRRARARRARRARRRRRRRARRRRRARRRRR 
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PENNSYLVANIA 6-5000 WITH APOLOGIES 
TO GLENN MILLER, CHIROPRACTIC ACT 650 
oH! OH! by George Weiner, D.C. 


Recently, the I.C.A.C. Journal (that's the 
International Chiropractic Association of 
California) printed a full page item enti- 
tled, "POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS...BEWARE!", in 
which article was a three quarter page re- 
production alleged to be from the State Bd. 
of Chiropractic Examiners and signed by 
that board's Executive Director, Edward J. 
Hoefling. 


This brief article, while unsigned, was a- 
pparently written by the I.C.A.C. Presi- 
dent, Carole Y. Wright, D.C., as one sen- 
tence of the article states: 

The correspondence was mailed to me 

as president of the ICAC, and I foll- 

owed up on it. 


Apparently, a bed manufacturer has offered 
doctors of chiropractic an "incentive" for 
referring their patients to this company. 
Subsequently, the Board, with its Executive 
Director at the helm, took action in the 
way of a strong letter, which states in 
pertinent part: 


Such an offer is in violation of 
Section 650 of the Chiropractic Act. 


The article, in supporting this letter, 


states: 
Mr. Hoefling's letter is self ex- 
planatory, and we wanted the pro- 
fession to know that this type of 
arrangement is in violation of Sec- 
tion 650 of the Chiropractic Act. 


While this author agrees with the intend- 
ment of the article, to wit: the use of a 
doctor of chiropractic as a capper or 
Steerer is, in fact, unprofessional; the 
fact remains, and therefore must be pointed 
out, the that THERE IS NO SECTION 650 OF 
THE CHIROPRACTIC ACT. 


The Chiropractic Act, or the Chiropractic 
Initiative, or General Law 4811 as it is 


(i.e.-Sections 1 to 20) and never hada 
Section 650 from its inception (Statutes 


lxxxiii). 


and Amendments to the Constitution, 1923, ® 
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D host unfortunate, of course, is the fact 
that the State Board of Chiropractic Exam- 
iners would condone the sending of a letter 
with a blatant error such as this. The mere 
idea of any board that is the controlling 

appointed by the governor, of a 

and that agency not acknowledging 


agency, 
statute, 
the precise correctness of the statute 
which they are sworn to uphold, is uncon- 
scienable. The United States Supreme Court 
has discussed relative actions in their o- 
pinion in Milwaukee and St. P.R. Co. v. 
Arms, 91 U.S. 494. 


Of equal importance, is the fact that a 
president of a large, state-wide chiroprac- 
tic organization would say, "...and I fol- 
lowed up on it." How: can someone follow up 
on something that is non-existent and come 
to a conclusion? 


But, the problem here runs deeper than a 
head-nodding consent of an obvious error. 
When people who are supposed to possess 
that degree of knowledge and wisdom, by hol- 
ding themselves out as experts (with such 
titles as Executive Director, member of the 
Board, President of the ICAC, etc.) in the 
field of chiropractic, misuse that respons- 
ibility, either through ignorance or ne- 
glect, then they are causing the entire 
profession to practice under an act that is 
being interpreted ambiguously. 


The California Supreme Court has ruled that 
right to practice is a property right (Hew- 
ett v. State Bd. of Medical Examiners, 148 
c. 590,592). And, therefore, any right to 
practice cannot be taken away without due 
process (Jacobsen v. Bd. of Chiropractic 
“Examiners, 169 C.A.2d 389,390,393,394) 
(LeStrange v. City of Berkeley, 210 C.A.2d 
313-315,319,321,325,326,328). The latter 
Court said, on pge 325:"Due process requires 
a fair trial before an impartial tribunal. 
Such a trial requires that the person or 
body who decides the case must (emphasis ad- 
ded) know, consider and appraise the eviden- 
ce." 

So,” the question is, if they don't even 

know how the Chiropractic Act is numbered, 
“how can the Practicing doctor, in the field, 
get a fair and impartial trial? 


The answer, of course, is, he can't. And 
that, doctor, is a denial of due process, 
which is a violation of the Fourteenth A- 


mendment of the Constitution. : 
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NEW APPOINTMENTS TO THE BOARD 
WHAT DOES IT MEAN; 


With Governor Deukmejian's recent appointment 
of Drs John Hemauer, Dennis McGown, Lee Kauf- 
man to the Chiropractic Board, an opportunity 
for significant and positive change presents 

itself. 


The question is will these members act respon- 
sibly to bring about some badly needed changes? 
Or will they be self-serving and forget that 
it is incumbent upon them to see that all 
practitioners are represented, not just the 
musculo-skeletal variety, as mandated by sec- 
tion 16 of the Chiropractic Act? Or will the’ 
Board continue to be unduly concerned with 
peer review activities restricting the number 
of treatments for given conditions and limit- 
ing the conditions a doctor can treat to sub- 


luxations. It goes without saying, the profe- 


ssion is fed up with unfair accusations and 
Ge oa RO ee ey 
_ administrative hearings without sufficient 


justification . In too many instances, it 
appears that the Board sides with insurance 
adjusters against the doctor. 


It is a matter of grave concern that virtually 
all of the Board members have served as experts 
in Workman's Compensation and consultants for 
the insurance industry. There is real danger 
that the straight and narrow view of chiro- 
practic by the insurance industry could set 

the standard and limit the practice of chiro- 
practic . It is no secret, CCA legislative 


plans for 1985 focus on insurance issues that -g@, 


might restrict chiropractic in an indirect way. 
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